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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the subject application are respectfully 
requested. Claims 1-12 are pending in the present application, with claim 1 being independent. 
Claim 12 has been added by this amendment, which does not add any new subject matter. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Applicants note with appreciation the Examiner's indication on page 3 of the outstanding 
Office Action that claims 6, 7, and 10 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. For at least the reasons 
detailed below, all pending claims should be considered allowable. 

Claim Amendments 

Applicants have amended the claims in an effort to correct a few minor informalities and in 
an effort to place them into better form for U.S. patent practice. These amendments have not been 
made to overcome any prior art, nor do they narrow the scope of the claims. 

Drawings 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner indicate in any future Office Action, 
whether or not the drawings have been accepted (see item 10 of the Office Action Summary). 
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Claim Rejections under 35 US.C. §103 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-5, 8, 9, and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Russelll et al. (US 6,456,205) in view of Cote et al. (US 6,244,728). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed insofar as it pertains to the presently pending claims. 

Independent claim 1 is generally directed to an anticoUision light for an aircraft that 
includes: a holding body having an outer side; a plurality of LEDs arranged at the outer side of the 
holding body, the light radiation directions of the plurality of LEDs pointing away from the holding 
body; a drive unit for providing a pulse to drive at least one of the plurality of LEDs; and a 
refractive optical element for generating a desired spatial distribution of the light of the plurality of 
LEDs. Whereby, the refractive optical element surrounds the holding body at least in the region of 
the plurality of LEDs. 

In rejecting independent claim 1, the Examiner alleges that the combination of Russell et al. 
and Cote et al. renders independent claim 1 as being unpatenable. Applicants respectfiilly disagree. 

The Examiner acknowledges that Russell et al fails to teach or suggest a refractive optical 
element and cites Cote et al. for support thereof Although Cote et al. appears to teach that a light 
cover 130 can direct Ught in a multitude of directions, there is absolutely no motivation to combine 
Russell et al. with Cote et al. 

An essential evidentiary component of an obviousness rejection is a teaching or suggestion 
or motivation to combine the prior art references.' Combining prior art references without evidence 
of a suggestion, teaching or motivation simply takes the inventors' disclosure as a blueprint for 



' see CR. Bard, Inc. v. M3 Systems, Inc., 48 USPQ2d 1225 (Fed. Civ. 1998). 
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piecing together the prior art to defeat patentability ~ the essence of hindsight. Evidence of a 
suggestion, teaching or motivation to combine may flow from the prior art references themselves, 
the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art, or in some cases, from the nature of the problem 
solved.^ However, a rejection cannot be predicated on the mere identification of individual 
components of the claimed limitations."^ Rather, particular findings must be made as to the reason 
the skilled artisan, with no knowledge of the claimed invention would have selected these 
components for combination in the manner claimed.^ 

Russell et al. merely teaches in col. 4, lines 60-65, that the central housing 18 is enclosed by 
a transparent plastic cover 26. This transparent plastic cover 26 can be translucent or can be made 
from glass to allow infra-red light and visible hght to pass therethrough. Russell et al., however, 
contains absolutely no teaching that the transparent plastic cover 26 has any refractive properties, 
particularly for generating a desired spatial distribution of the light of the plurality of LEDs, as 
claimed. 

Applicants respectfiiUy submit that the Examiner has used nothing more than hindsight in 
order to combine Russell et al. with Cote et al., and has identified nothing in either publication that 
could be construed as a suggestion, teaching or motivation to combine the prior art references. Thus, 
the Examiner's reference combination is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Dependent claims 2-5, 8, 9, 11, and new claim 12 should be considered allowable at least 
for depending from an allowable base claim. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfiiUy requested. 

^ see Interconnect Planning Corp. v. Fell, 227 USPQ 543 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 
^ see In re Dembiczak, 50 SPQ2d 1614 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 
^ see/« reKotzab, 55 USPQ2d 1313 (Fed. Cir. 2000). 
'Id. 
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Conclusion 



In view of the above amendments and remarks, this application appears to be in condition 
for allowance and the Examiner is, therefore, requested to reexamine the application and pass the 
claims to issue. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
apphcation, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Mmtin Geissler (Reg. 51,011) at 
telephone number (703) 205-8000, which is located in the Washington, DC area. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies, 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1 .16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 
Date: July 25, 2005 Respectfully submitted. 
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